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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claim 1, the only Independent claim, Claim 1 is drawn to "a method" 
While the claim recites a series of steps or acts to be performed, a statutory "process" 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1 ) be tied to particular machine, or (2) transform underlying 
subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. See page 10 
of In Re Bilski 88 USPQ2d 1385. The instant claim 1 is neither positively tied to a 
particular machine that accomplishes the claimed method steps nor transform 
underlying subject matter, and therefore do not qualify as a statutory process. The 
claimed method including steps of, in short, determining the level of impairments, 
grouping impairments into event groups, comparing event groups with problem 
signatures and categorizing event groups is broad enough that the claim could be 
completely performed mentally, verbally or without a machine nor is any transformation 
apparent. For example, none of above claimed steps is cited as being tied with any 
particular machine or cited as being transforming any underlying subject matter. 

Claims 2-39, none of which citing any particular machine or transformation of any 
subject matter, depend from claim 1 and thus are rejected on the same ground as said 
above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 10-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Garg et al (US 6,327,677, patented Dec. 4, 2001, "Garg"). 

Garg discloses an invention wherein "a system is provided that monitors a 
network environment" (Abstract line 1 ) employing, see Fig. 1 , "Network Monitor 22". 
Garg's invention comprises the following features: 

Regarding claim 1, a method for identifying problems in a network environment 
("network-related monitoring system that detects problems or potential problems in a 
network environment", col. 2 lines 39-41), comprising the steps of: 

a. during more than one interval ("polling time intervals", col. 6 line 54, or "data is 
collected from the network at various intervals (e.g., every five minutes)", col. 10 lines 
30-31 ) determining the level of one or more impairments (in view of above said "detects 
problems", see further "Network monitor 22 includes a data collection module 30 that 
collects information from various devices or applications", col. 5 lines 14-16, wherein 
"the data collected from the network can be selective ... with respect to polling time 
periods", col. 6 lines 51-54, and determining level of problems by "identify problems 
when the associated parameter exceeds peak line or falls below minimum line" col. 10 
lines 27-29); 
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b. grouping said levels of one or more impairments (above said "detects 
problems" by the act that "collects information from devices or applications") into one or 
more event groups ("such as information regarding network utilization (or device 
utilization), lost packets, response time, or number of errors", col. 5 lines 16-18, which 
act further "reduces the collected data by reducing the granularity of the data over time 
and performing statistical reduction of the data", col. 5 lines 24-26); 

c. comparing said one or more event groups (e.g., above said "network 
utilization" with "reduced granularity" for example, other event groups being, e.g., "lost 
packets, response time, or number of errors", etc., as cited above) with a plurality of 
problem signatures ("analyzes operation and performance by comparing the current 
data collected from the network ... with the cognitive signatures", col. 6 lines 58-62, or 
equivalently, "comparing current network operation and performance data to historical 
network operation and performance", col. 2 lines 41-43, wherein "the historical data is 
represented in multiple cognitive signatures", col. 2 lines 60-61, for which "Fig. 6A 
illustrates an exemplary cognitive signature 91 in a graphic manner", col. 9 lines 64-65, 
using "network utilization" as an example); 

d. categorizing at least one of said one or more event groups (e.g., again, 
"network utilization") as being associated with a network problem having one of said 
plurality of problem signatures (refer to Fig. 6A again and see "cognitive signature 91 is 
used to identify problems when the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b or falls 
below minimum line 91c", col. 10 lines 26-29, noting again that Fig. 6A is merely using 
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"network utilization" as an exemplary "cognitive signature" and other types of 
"signatures", such as those cited above, can be used in the same fashion). 

Regarding claim 2, a method as defined in claim 1, further comprising 

a. determining the source of more than one call ("identifies information about the 
source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, which, as shown in Fig. 6A using 
"network utilization" as an example, involves more than one call because it's done over 
a certain "Time" period); 

b. grouping said more than one calls into one or more call groups based on the 
source of said more than one calls (naturally so because "it is important to identify the 
network problem and the source of the problem", col. 1 lines 48-49, which requires 
grouping calls based on source of calls, otherwise it's impossible to determine "network 
problem" as well as "source of the problem" at the same time); 

c. for each call group (above said problem with a particular "source of the 
problem") determining the number of calls having said network problem (above said 
"identifies" "may also include the number of occurrences of the problem", col. 7 lines 17- 
18); and 

d. estimating the location of said network problem (again above cited "identify the 
source of the problem") based on the number of calls having said network problem 
(refer to Fig. 6A again and see "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify problems when 
the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b or falls below minimum line 91c", col. 
10 lines 26-29, which will have to rely on above cited identifying the "number of 
occurrences of the problem"). 
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Regarding claim 4, a method as defined in Claim 2, wherein said estimating 
step further comprising: 

a. determining the percentage of calls within said call group having said network 
problem (Fig. 6A shows comparison of "Network Utilization" in terms "%"); 

b. estimating that the location of said network problem is at the location 
associated with said call group (see discussion for claim 2 regarding step d. thereof) if 
the percentage of calls is high (again "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify 
problems when the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b" said above, noting 
again Fig. 6A shows comparison in terms of "%"). 

Regarding claim 5, a method as defined in Claim 1, wherein said one or more 
impairments is selected from the group consisting of delay, packet loss ("collects 
information regarding network utilization (or device utilization), lost packets, col. 5 
lines 1 5-1 7), jitter, distortion, absolute packet delay variation, relative packet to packet 
delay variation, short term delay variation, short term average delay, timing drift, and 
proportion of out-of-sequence packets. 

Regarding claim 6, a method as defined in Claim 1, wherein said network 
problem is selected from the group consisting of local area network congestion 
("network utilization" cited above, which reflect network congestion because "as network 
utilization increases, polling may decrease to avoid further congestion of the network", 
col. 13 lines 25-27), access link congestion, route change, access link failure, route 
flapping, and route diversity. 
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Regarding claim 7, a method as defined in Claim 5, wherein said network 
problem is selected from the group consisting of local area network congestion 
("network utilization" cited above, which reflect network congestion because "as network 
utilization increases, polling may decrease to avoid further congestion of the network", 
col. 13 lines 25-27), access link congestion, route change, access link failure, route 
flapping, and route diversity. 

Regarding claim 8, a method as defined in claim 7, further comprising 

a. determining the source of more than one call ("identifies information about the 
source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, which, as shown in Fig. 6A using 
"network utilization" as an example, involves more than one call because it's done over 
a certain "Time" period); 

b. grouping said more than one calls into one or more call groups based on the 
source of said more than one calls (naturally so because "it is important to identify the 
network problem and the source of the problem", col. 1 lines 48-49, which requires 
grouping calls based on source of calls, otherwise it's impossible to determine "network 
problem" as well as "source of the problem" at the same time); 

c. for each call group (above said problem with a particular "source of the 
problem") determining the number of calls having said network problem (above said 
"identifies" "may also include the number of occurrences of the problem", col. 7 lines 17- 
18); and 

d. estimating the location of said network problem (again above cited "identify the 
source of the problem") based on the number of calls having said network problem 
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(refer to Fig. 6A again and see "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify problems when 
the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b or falls below minimum line 91c", col. 
10 lines 26-29, which will have to rely on above cited identifying the "number of 
occurrences of the problem"). 

Regarding claim 10, a method as defined in Claim 8, wherein said estimating 
step further comprising: 

a. determining the percentage of calls within said call group having said network 
problem (Fig. 6A shows comparison of "Network Utilization" in terms "%"); 

b. estimating that the location of said network problem is at the location 
associated with said call group (see discussion for claim 2 regarding step d. thereof) if 
the percentage of calls is high (again "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify 
problems when the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b" said above, noting 
again Fig. 6A shows comparison in terms of "%"). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , a method of Claim 7, further comprising the step of 
producing an array ("the granularity of the data over time", col. 5 lines 24-25) of said 
levels of one or more impairments (e.g. "network utilization" cited above) from 
measurements taken at one location within the network ("data collection module 30 can 
collect data from any number of networks and any number of network devices or 
applications", col. 5 lines 20-22, noting that therein a particular "network device" 
determines one location within the network). 

Regarding claim 12, a method as defined in claim 11, further comprising 
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a. determining the source of more than one call ("identifies information about the 
source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, which, as shown in Fig. 6A using 
"network utilization" as an example, involves more than one call because it's done over 
a certain "Time" period); 

b. grouping said more than one calls into one or more call groups based on the 
source of said more than one calls (naturally so because "it is important to identify the 
network problem and the source of the problem", col. 1 lines 48-49, which requires 
grouping calls based on source of calls, otherwise it's impossible to determine "network 
problem" as well as "source of the problem" at the same time); 

c. for each call group (above said problem with a particular "source of the 
problem") determining the number of calls having said network problem (above said 
"identifies" "may also include the number of occurrences of the problem", col. 7 lines 17- 
18); and 

d. estimating the location of said network problem (again above cited "identify the 
source of the problem") based on the number of calls having said network problem 
(refer to Fig. 6A again and see "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify problems when 
the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b or falls below minimum line 91c", col. 
10 lines 26-29, which will have to rely on above cited identifying the "number of 
occurrences of the problem"). 

Regarding claim 14, a method as defined in Claim 12, wherein said estimating 
step further comprising: 
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a. determining the percentage of calls within said call group having said network 
problem (Fig. 6A shows comparison of "Network Utilization" in terms "%"); 

b. estimating that the location of said network problem is at the location 
associated with said call group (see discussion for claim 2 regarding step d. thereof) if 
the percentage of calls is high (again "cognitive signature 91 is used to identify 
problems when the associated parameter exceeds peak line 91b" said above, noting 
again Fig. 6A shows comparison in terms of "%"). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 3, 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Garg in view of Oliver et al (US 2003/0225876, published Dec. 4, 2003, "Oliver"). 

Garg discloses claimed limitations in section 3 above as applied to claims 1 and 
2. Further: 

Regarding claim 3, Garg discloses a method as defined in Claim 2, wherein 
determining the source of more than one call (see discussion for claim 2 above) 
includes determining the source protocol address (refer to Fig. 1 and see "networks 10 
and 12 may use any communication protocol", col. 4 lines 37-38, wherein "identifies 
information about the source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, is 
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performed, which has to rely on a source protocol address as well known in the art) of 
said more than one call (see discussion above for claim 2 regarding "the number of 
occurrences of the problem"). Garg however does not expressly disclose that said "any 
communication protocol" comprises internet protocol. However, using internet protocol 
has been well known in the art at the time of the present invention, as shown in Oliver. 
Oliver discloses an invention wherein "networks have been monitored for fault 
conditions" [0003] lines 1-2) comprising network using internet protocol ("the network 
services may include ... IP based network services", [0037] lines 3-4). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Garg's networks that "may use any communication protocol" by adding Oliver's 
expressly taught IP protocol in order to provide a more efficient and dynamic fault 
detection mechanism to achieve "a scalable method of continuously and unobstrusively 
monitoring network elements ... for real-time monitoring" (Oliver, [0005] last four lines). 

Regarding claim 9, Garg discloses a method as defined in Claim 8, wherein 
determining the source of more than one call (see discussion for claim 2 above) 
includes determining the source protocol address (refer to Fig. 1 and see "networks 10 
and 12 may use any communication protocol", col. 4 lines 37-38, wherein "identifies 
information about the source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, is 
performed, which has to rely on a source protocol address as well known in the art) of 
said more than one call (see discussion above for claim 2 regarding "the number of 
occurrences of the problem"). Garg however does not expressly disclose that said "any 
communication protocol" comprises internet protocol. However, using internet protocol 
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has been well known in the art at the time of the present invention, as shown in Oliver. 
Oliver discloses an invention wherein "networks have been monitored for fault 
conditions" [0003] lines 1-2) comprising network using internet protocol ("the network 
services may include ... IP based network services", [0037] lines 3-4). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Garg's networks that "may use any communication protocol" by adding Oliver's 
expressly taught IP protocol in order to provide a more efficient and dynamic fault 
detection mechanism to achieve "a scalable method of continuously and unobstrusively 
monitoring network elements ... for real-time monitoring" (Oliver, [0005] last four lines). 

Regarding claim 13, Garg discloses a method as defined in Claim 12, wherein 
determining the source of more than one call (see discussion for claim 2 above) 
includes determining the source protocol address (refer to Fig. 1 and see "networks 10 
and 12 may use any communication protocol", col. 4 lines 37-38, wherein "identifies 
information about the source and cause of the problem", col. 7 lines 15-16, is 
performed, which has to rely on a source protocol address as well known in the art) of 
said more than one call (see discussion above for claim 2 regarding "the number of 
occurrences of the problem"). Garg however does not expressly disclose that said "any 
communication protocol" comprises internet protocol. However, using internet protocol 
has been well known in the art at the time of the present invention, as shown in Oliver. 
Oliver discloses an invention wherein "networks have been monitored for fault 
conditions" [0003] lines 1-2) comprising network using internet protocol ("the network 
services may include ... IP based network services", [0037] lines 3-4). It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Garg's networks that "may use any communication protocol" by adding Oliver's 
expressly taught IP protocol in order to provide a more efficient and dynamic fault 
detection mechanism to achieve "a scalable method of continuously and unobstrusively 
monitoring network elements ... for real-time monitoring" (Oliver, [0005] last four lines). 

6. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Garg in view of Klausmeier et al (US 5,666,353, patented Sep. 9, 1997, 
"Klausmeier") and further in view of Takahara et al (US 5,477,542, patented Dec. 19, 
1995, "Takahara"). 

Regarding claim 15, Garg discloses claimed limitations in section 3 above as 
applied to claim 7, including a method as defined in Claim 7, wherein determining the 
level of one or more impairments includes steps of processing, e.g., "network utilization" 
(see discussion for claim 7 above). Garg also disclosed monitoring for example "lost 
packet" (col. 5 line 17) as one example of impairment, which inherently requires 
monitoring when a packet has arrived or a packet has never arrived. 

It is noted that Garg does not disclose the following steps regarding claim 15: a. 
applying a local timestamp to a packet corresponding to the actual arrival time of said 
packet; b. extracting a sending timestamp from said packet; c. extracting a sending 
sequence number from said packet; d. estimating an expected arrival tiem for said 
packet; and e. subtracting the actual arrival time of said packet from the expected arrival 
time of said packet. 
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However all of these steps said above have been well known in the art at the 
time of the present invention. Below is just one example. 

Klausmeier discloses "frame based traffic policing for a digital switch" (Title) as 
an improvement over "prior art" (Fig. 8) of "virtual scheduling algorithm for performing 
traffic control" (col. 5 lines 30-31), comprising: 

a. a. applying a local timestamp to a packet corresponding to the actual arrival 
time of said packet ("actual arrival time of a cell", col. 5 line 35, and see Fig. 8 step 810 
"Arrival of a cell k at time t a (k)"); 

c. extracting a sending sequence number (the number "k" cited above) for said 
packet ("cell k" cited above); 

d. estimating an expected arrival time for said packet ("a Theoretical Arrival Time 
value (TAT) that defines a 'nominal' arrival time of a data cell", col. 5 lines 32-33); 

e. subtracting the actual arrival time of said packet ("t a (k)" above) from the 
expected arrival time of said packet ("TAT" above, and refer to Fig. 8 and see step 830 
testing if "TAT < t a (k)" and the subsequent steps depending on the outcome of step 830 
wherein the testing if "TAT < t a (k)" is simply a mathematical expression equivalent to 
testing if "TAT - t a (k) < 0" or if the result of subtracting the actual time from the expected 
time is less than zero). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Garg's lost packet monitoring by adding the details of 
Klausneier in order to provide more efficient system in which "the throughput of the 
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digital network is maximized during periods of network congestion" (Klausmeier: col. 2 
lines 6-7). 

It is further noted that Garg in view of Klausmeier does not expressly disclose b. 
extracting a sending timestamp from said packet. However, said step has again been 
well known in the art at the time of the present invention. Here is one example. 

Takahara discloses "method and apparatus for controlling multimedia information 
communication" (Title), comprising: 

b. extracting a sending timestamp from said packet (refer to Fig. 3, especially 
"video receive control 202" which is "for calculating an average of the packet 
transmission intervals from packet transmission time extracted from video packets", col. 
4 line 66 -col. 5 line 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to further modify the method of Garg by adding Takahara's method of 
monitoring transmission intervals in order to provide a more dynamically efficient system 
wherein "when traffic load of a communication network becomes so high that end-to- 
end transmission delay becomes too large to perform both video and voice 
communication, the information transmission mode is automatically changed while high 
quality communication is maintained at least with respect to voice data" (Takahara: col. 
2 lines 15-20). 

Regarding claim 16, the combination of Garg, Klausmeier and Kakahara 
discloses a method as defined in Claim 15, wherein determining the level of one or 
more impairments further includes computing an average of said subtracted value over 
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a short period of time (Takahara: Fig. 2 "video receiving control 202" comprising "a 
function for calculating an average of the packet arrival intervals", col. 4 lines 64-65). 

7. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Garg in view of Hedayat et al (US 2002/0039371 , published Apr. 4, 2002, 
"Hedayat"). 

Regarding claim 22, Garg discloses claimed limitations in section 3 above as 
applied to claim 7, including a method as defined in Claim 7, wherein determining the 
level of one or more impairments includes steps of determining for example "network 
utilization" as well as "lost packet" (see discussion above for claim 7). 

Garg does not disclose a. determining the delay of a first packet; b. determining 
the delay of a subsequent packet; and c. subtracting the delay of said subsequent 
packet from the delay of said first packet 

However, the missing steps in Garg have been well known in the art at the time 
of the present invention. Below is just on example. 

Hedayat discloses "IP packet identification method and system for TCP 
connection and UDP stream" (Title), comprising: 

a. determining the delay of a first packet ("the method also includes calculating, 
for each packet, a propagation delay from the first location to the second location", 
[0017] lines 13-15); 

b. determining the delay of a subsequent packet (("the method also includes 
calculating, for each packet, a propagation delay from the first location to the second 
location", [0017] lines 13-15); and 
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c. subtracting the delay of said subsequent packet from the delay of said first 
packet ("the method includes calculating, for each pair of consecutive packets received 
at the second location, a delay variation as the difference between the propagation 
delays calculated for the pair of consecutive packets", [0017] lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Garg by adding the method of Hedayat for calculating 
delay variation for the pair of consecutive packets in order to provide a better 
mechanism that "can provide network operators valuable information about the 
performance of their networks, and assist them in troubleshooting network issues" 
(Hedayat: [0012] last three lines). 

Regarding claim 23, the combination of Garg and Hedayat discloses a method 
as defined in Claim 22, wherein determining the level of one or more impairments 
further includes computing an average of said subtracted value over a short period of 
time (Hedayat: "the method also includes calculating a jitter value as an average delay 
variation, averaged over a predetermined number of pairs of consecutive packets", 
[0017] last four lines). 

8. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Garg in 
view of Botton-Dascal et al (US 6,990,616, patented Jan. 24, 2006, "Botton-Dascal"). 

Garg discloses claimed limitation in section 3 above as applied to claim 7 and 
further: 

Regarding claim 30, Garg discloses a method as defined in Claim 7, wherein 
determining the level of one or more impairments (see discussion above for claim 7) 
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includes calculating the number of packets lost ("Network monitor 22 includes a data 
collection module 30 that collects information from various devices or applications, such 
as information regarding ... lost packets", col. 5 lines 13-16). 

Garg does not expressly disclose calculating "lost packets" as a percentage of 
the sum of packets lost plus packets received. 

However, such packets lost as a percentage of all packets has been well known 
in the art at the time of the present invention. Below is just one example. 

Botton-Dascal discloses "a method for testing of communication networks, using 
a plurality of traffic agents" (Abstract lines 1-2), comprising: 

packet lost as a percentage of the sum of packets lost plus packets received (see 
Fig. 2, steps of "detect loss of packet", "computer total loss packets" and see "computes 
an overall lost ratio, p, equal to the number of lost packets divided by the total number 
of packets sent, N", col. 10 lines 48-50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the method of Garg by adding the percentage calculation of Botton- 
Dascal for lost packets in order to provide an improved network monitoring system that 
overcome deficiency of conventional technique that "cannot readily distinguish between 
problems whose root causes are in the application and those that are in the network 
itself (Botton-Dascal: col. 2 lines 10-12). 



9. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Garg in 
view of Variri et al (US 2002/0089975, published Jul. 11, 2002). 
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Garg discloses claimed limitations in section 3 above as applied to claim 7. 
Futher: 

Regarding claim 31, Garg discloses a method as defined in Claim 7, where 
determining the level of our or more impairments including determining "network 
utilization" (see discussion above for claim 7). 

Garg does not disclose such determining comprising the number of packets 
received out of sequence as a percentage of total number of packets received. 

However, such counting the number of packets received out of sequence as a 
percentage of total number of packets received has been well known in the art at the 
time of the present invention. Below is just one example. 

Vaziri discloses "internet switch box, system and method for internet telephony" 
(Title) comprising determining the number of packets received out of sequence as a 
percentage of total number of packets received ("the statistical record can include such 
information as the percentage of lost packets ... the percentage of packets out of 
sequence", [0156] lines 11-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Garg by adding Vaziri's method of out-of-sequence 
packet counting in order to provide more economical system that "allows low-cost, easy- 
to-use, embedded Internet access for telephones. Lower cost is achieved because no 
PC's are required" (Vaziri: [0021] lines 3-5). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

1 0. Claims 17-21, 24-29 and 32-39 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 17 contains features conventional techniques in the art failed to anticipate 
or render obvious. 

Claim 18 also contains features conventional techniques in the art failed to 
anticipate or render obvious. Claims 19-21 depend from claim 18. 

Claim 24 contains the same features as those of Claim 17. 

Claim 25 contains the same features as those of Claim 18. Claims 26-29 depend 
from claim 25. 

Claim 32 contains the same features as those of Claim 17. Claims 33-35 depend 
from claim 32. 

Claim 36 contains features conventional techniques in the art failed to anticipate 
or render obvious. Claims 37-39 depend from claim 36. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to all claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANDREW LAI whose telephone number is (571)272- 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/821 ,401 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2473 

9741 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00 EST, Off alternative 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kwang Yao can be reached on 571-272-3182. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Lai/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2473 



